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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-24 have been presented for examination based on the application filed on 
August 28, 2001. 

Priority 

2. Acknowledgement is made of applicant's claim in the instant application for priority 
based on U.S. Provisional Application No. 60/228,702, filed on August 29, 2000 and 
is a continuation-in-part of U.S. Application No. 09/606,869, filed June 29, 2000, 
which claims the benefit of U.S. Provisional Application No. 60/142,313, filed on July 
2, 1999. This application (further claims priority to) is also a continuation-in-part of 
U.S. Application No. 09/127,191, filed July 31, 1998 (now U.S. Patent 6,311,144, 
issued October 30, 2001), which claims the benefit of U.S. Provisional Application 
No. 60/085,350, filed on May 13, 1998. 

Claim Objections 
H 6.1 8 Series of Singular Dependent Claims 

A series of singular dependent claims is permissible in which a dependent claim refers to a 
preceding claim which, in turn, refers to another preceding claim . A claim, which depends from a 
dependent claim, should not be separated by any claim, which does not also depend from said 
dependent claim. It should be kept in mind that a dependent claim may refer to any preceding 
independent claim. In general, applicant's sequence will not be changed. See MPEP § 608.01 (n). 

3. Claim 22 is objected to, under 37 CFR 1.75, as being dependent on claim 1 and 
being listed after independent claim 11. Appropriate corrections are required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claim 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 

directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding Claims 1 . 1 1 & 21 

Claim 1 is rejected because the disclosed process/system is not tangibly embodied. 
It appears from the specification that technological layer that embodiment requires 
software as well as hardware. Consequently, examiner respectfully suggests that 
applicants consider using phrases like "computer implemented process", "computer 
model", "constructing a multi-layer mathematical model of a system architecture 
implements on a computer". 
Regarding Claim 23 

Claims 23 is rejected because a "computer-usable medium" as defined in the 
specification also include "communications or transmission medium, such as a bus 
or a communications link, either optical, wired, or wireless, having program code 
segments carried thereon as digital or analog data signals", which are non-statutory 
subject matter. Therefore the claim as whole does not constitute tangible matter. 
Appropriate corrections are required. 
Regarding Claim 24 

Claim 24 is rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter, carrier wave per se. 
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Carrier wave are not considered tangible medium and hence software instructions & 
data (intangible matter by itself) on a carrier wave is not a tangible matter. 

Claims 2-10 & 22 and 12-20 are rejected on basis their dependency upon claims 1 
and 1 1 respectively. 

To expedite a complete examination of the instant application the claims rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 101 (nonstatutory) above are further rejected as set forth below in 
anticipation of applicant amending these claims to place them within the four 
statutory categories of invention. 
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Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Omum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

5. Claim 1 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 21 & 22 of U.S. Patent No. 


6,560,569. 


Application 09/942096 

U.S. Patent No. 6,560,569 

A process for designing a model based system 

architecture, comprising: 

providing a business process design, the 

business process design describing a plurality of 

business processes and defining a set of 

business reauirements for each business 

process; 

(Claim 18, Parent claim of claim 21 & 22) 

A method for designing an information system, 

comprising: 

receiving descriptive input of a target Information 
svstem. said descriptive Inout includino 
descriptions of business processes and business 
functions: 

constructina a multi-laver mathematical model of 
a system architecture supporting the business 
process design, the layers of the multi-layer 
model comprising a business layer, an 
application laver, and a technoloov laven 

(Claim 18) and designing a multi-layer 
mathematical model of said target information 
system from said quantitative Input, said multi- 
laver mathematical model designed prior to 
implementation of said target information system, 
said layers of said multi-layer model comprising a 
business laver. an aoolication laver, and a 
svstem/network laver. 
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modelina performance metrics for each layer of 
the multi'laver model of the svstem architecture: 

(Claim 18) 

modelina performance of said software 
components, includina modelina performance of 
said software components presenting service 
reauests to said system/network layer, said 
system/network layer, responsive to said 
generated data and said service requests, 
modelina performance of said hardware 
components, includina modelina performance of 
said hardware components generating 
processing and servicing data, said processing 
and servicing data of said system/network layer 
factored into said business layer and said 
application layer, 

and the modeled performance of said hardware 
components beina factored into the modeled 
performance of said software components and 
the modeled performance of said business 
processes and said business functions, and the 
modeled performance of said software 
components being factored into the modeled 
performance of said business processes and said 
business functions. 

(Claim 22) further comprisina calculatina 
performance metrics for said multi-layer model at 
each layer 

comoarinQ the modeled performance metrics with 
the set of business requirements for each 
business process, said comoarina producina 

fCOfJK^K^llVK^ n lUILrCHIUI lo Lfl Ul laUi^CIJlaUIG 

performance metrics of one or more business 
processes that do not satisfy the set of business 
requirements defined for them based on the 
produced indications; 

and determinina modifications to the svstem 

(Claim 21) determining estimates of performance 
values for said multi-laver model: and calibratina 
said multi-layer model bv comparina said 
estimates to performance value benchmarks 
of the plurality of hardware component models 
and software component models. 
(Claim 20) further comprising: incorporating at 
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architecture. 

least one component model selected from a 


plurality of hardware component models and 


software component models into said multi-layer 


model. 


Although the conflicting method claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because claims 21 & 22 of the '569 patent teaches all the 
limitations of the claim 1 of the instant application as underlined in the table above. 
Particularly, claim 21 of the '569 patent also teaches calibrating the multilayer using 
a transformer ('569 patent: Col .18 Line 39-45) to attain the convergence between 
the model computer matrices and the observed matrices. In case transformer is 
unable to converge it constructs new models ('569 patent: Col. 18 Line 48-53) and 
proposes new model for changes to selection ('569 patent: Col .18 Line 64-67, Col 
.19 Line 1-6). These proposed change is considered "determining modification to 
the system architecture". The non-underlined portions of the patented claims have 
been omitted from the prosecution of claims in the present application. 

It would have been obvious to one (e.g. a designer) of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to take claims of '569 patent and apply them to the 
instant application because such omission would have simplified the process of 
designing the model based system architecture. 
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6. Claim 11 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 3-5 of U.S. Patent No. 
6,311,144. 


Application 09/942096 

U.S. Patent No. 6,311,144 

(Claim 11) 

A system for designing a model based system 
architecture, comprising: 

a business process desian. the business process 
desian describina a oluralitv of business 
processes and definina a set of business 
reauirements for each business process; 

(Claim 1, Parent claim of claim 5) 

An apparatus for designing an information 

system, said apparatus comprising: 

an input module for receivina descriptive input of 

a taroet information svstem. said descriptive input 

includina descriptions of business processes and 

business functions [Requirements encompassing 

the business functions associated to business 

processes]; 

an architecture construction module responsive 
to the business process design, the architecture 
construction module constructina a multi-laver 
mathematical model of a system architecture 
supporting the business process design, the 
layers of the multi-layer model comprising a 
business laver, an application laver. and a 
tectinoloav laver 

(Claim 1) 

desianina an initial multi-laver mathematical 
model of said target information 
system based on said quantitative input, said 
layers of said mathematical model comprising a 
business laver, an application laver, and a 
svstem/network laver ftechnoloqy dependent 
layer], said business layer generating data for 
said application layer and said system/network 
layer, saia application layer responsive lo saia 
generated data presenting service requests to 
said system/network layer, said system/network 
layer responsive to said generated data and said 
service requests generating processing and 
servicing data, said processing and servicing 
data of said system/network layer factored into 
said business layer and said application layer, 
[system architecture supporting the business 
design] 

a performance modelina module coupled to the 

(Claim 1) 
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architecture construction module, the 
performance modelina module modelina 
oerformance metrics for each layer of the multi- 
layer model of the system architecture; 

a performance metrics module for evaluatina 
said designed Initial model and 
said at least one additional model, said 
performance metrics module calculatina 
performance metrics for said desioned initial 
model and said at least one additional model at 
each layer; 
(Claim 4) 

a library comprising hardware component 
models and software component models 
adapted for use in said initial model and said at 
least one additional model, wherein said 
construction module uses at least one 
component model selected from said hardware 
component models and said software 
component models when creatina one of said 
initial model and said at least one additional 
model. 

a comparison module coupled to receive the 
modeled performance metrics and the business 
process design, the comparison module 
comparing the modeled performance metrics with 
the set of business requirements for each 
business process and determining unacceptable 
performance metrics of one or more business 
processes that do not satisfy the set of business 
requirements defined for them; 

(Claim 3) 

An apparatus as in claim 1 . wherein said output 
module provides a comparison of said initial 
model and said at least one additional model 
based on said performance metrics and a 
designer of said information model selects one of 
said initial model and said at least one additional 
model as a preferred information system design 
based on said comparison. 

a riilo.hacpH mnHifirsttnn pnninp thp rulp-hr^spd 

engine determining modifications to the system 
architecture in order to improve the unacceptable 
performance metrics determined by the 
comparison module; 

See outside the table for exolanation 

and an output module coupled between the mle- 

(Claim 3) 
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DaSBu GnQine ana ine arcniieciurG cofioifuuuufi 

lA/ Kara in ealH f^iifniif m/^Hi il^ nrrti/iWoc 9 

wncicin sdiu uuipul rfiuuuic pruviuco a 

rnouUiGt ulc uuipul imuuuic pfujju^iiiLi uic 

f^/^mnariQnn f\f csiH initial mnHpl anH csiH at IPSQt 

ucii^i niif icu fiiuuiifuciUL/iio lu uic iiiuuci wi iiic 

nnp aHHitinnat mnHp! h^i<jpW nn cp/W n^rfnrmfinr'^ 


mf^frir^ and a desinnpr of said information model 


cplprfc nnp of Qaid initial mndpl and ^p/W p/ /ppq/ 


on© sdditionsi tnodel ss a nrGf^rrsd information 


cx/ct^m FQrtma crtrt of n ila Kacarl calootirM^ ic 
o/otc?ff/ jOUIIIC oUI I Ul lUIC UdocU oclcOLIUil to 


implied] design based on said comparison 


[provides comparison between additional & initial 


model]. 


Claim 4 in the same patent discloses a 


construction module. 


Although the conflicting apparatus claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because claim 5 of the '144 patent teaches all the limitations 
of the claim 1 1 of the instant application, claim 1 1 being the broader version of the 
claims 5. Claim 5 inherits all its limitation from its preceding dependent and 
independent claims and discloses a multilayer mathematical model, which can be 
optimized and presented as an output. A rule-based engine is obvious in the claim 5, 
which discloses automating the calibration process (*144 patent: Col. 18 Lines 26-29) 
and use of transformer, where calibration must have some basis, i.e. an engine to 
drive the calibration process. 

Patents 6,560,569 and 6,311,144 share the same specification, hence the function 
of transformer to converge and propose new models as discussed in *569 patent 
above also applies here. 
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The non-underlined portions of the patented claims have been omitted from the 
prosecution of claims in the present application. 

It would have been obvious to one (e.g. a designer) of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to take claims of '144 patent and apply them to the 
instant application because such omission would have simplified the process of 
designing the model based system architecture. 
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7. Claim 21 is rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 17 of U.S. Patent No. 


6,560,569. 


Application 09/942096 

U.S. Patent No. 6.560,569 

A system for designing a system architecture, 
comprising: 

means for receivina a business process desian. 
the business process design describing a 
Diuralitv of business processes and defininq a set 
of business reouirements for. each business 
process; 

Claim 12 

An apparatus for designing an information 
system, comprising: 

an inout module for receivina descriptive input of 
a target information system, said descriptive input 
includina descriptions of business processes and 
business functions, said input module derivina 
validated input from said descriptive input; 

means for constructina a multi-laver 
mathematical model of a system architecture 
supporting the business process desian, the 
layers of the multi-layer model comprising a 
business laver an application laver, and a 
technoloQv laver means for modeling 
performance metrics for each layer of the multi- 
layer model of the system architecture; 

desianina a multi-laver mathematical model of 
said target information system based on said 
quantitative input, said layers of said multi-layer 
model comorisina a business laver an 
application laver and a svstem/network laver 
[technology layer]; 

means for comoarina the modeled performance 
metrics with the set of business reouirements for 
each business process: means for determinina 
modifications to the system architecture in order 
to improve unacceptable performance metrics of 
one or more business processes that do not 
satisfy the set of business requirements defined 
for them; 

(Claim 13) 

further comprising: a performance metrics 
module calculatina performance metrics for said 
multi-layer model at each layer. 
Claim 17 

wherein said output module providing a 
comparison of said multi-laver model and said at 
least one additional multi-laver model based on 
said performance metrics. 

and means forproposina the modifications to the 

Claim 17 as stated above discloses an output 
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model of the system architecture. module to output (propose) modifications. 


Although the conflicting apparatus claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because claim 17 of the '569 patent teaches all the 
limitations of the claim 21 of the instant application, claim 21 being the broader 
version of the claims 17. 

It would have been obvious to one (e.g. a designer) of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to take claims of '569 patent and apply them to the 
instant application because such omission would have simplified the process of 
designing the model based system architecture. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 


The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 


Application/Control Number: 09/942.096 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2128 

8. Claims 1-5, 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over EUROEXPERT - Best Practices: French Social Security - UNEDIC dated 
1992 in view of IEEE article - "An Introduction To Six Sigma With Design 
Example" by Robert White dated 1992. 

Regarding Claim 1 

EUROEXPERT Best Practices document discloses 

"A process for designing a model based system architecture, comprising: 

providing a business process design, the business process design describing a plurality of 

business processes and defining a set of business requirements for each business 

process; 

constructing a multi-layer mathematical model of a system architecture supporting the 
business process design, the layers of the multi-layer model comprising a business layer, 
an application layer, and a technology layer;" 

as a tiered model GATE model identical to claimed model application that collects 
measurements from 3 domains, namely, business domain/layer, application domain, 
technology/system/network domain, illustrated by a figure called "Modeling Business 
Value Chain" (EUROEXPERT Best Practices: Col 2). This model incorporates the 
business goals and characteristics of the system design. It can be seen from the 
reference that this model captures the business requirements for business 
processes as well as delegates them to 3 layers. The public knew about this model 
in February 1992 (EUROEXPERT Best Practices: Col 2, Lines 16-18). 

Although the EUROEXPERT Best Practices article discloses the results of the 3- 
tiered business model, it does not teach specifically modeling the performance 
matrix of the for each layer, simulating, comparing them to the requirements, 
acceptability, proposing & modifying the matrix at appropriate layers. 
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White's article teaches how six-sigma methodology can be used to perfect any 
process, system or component. This process has its mathematical roots in statistics. 
The process itself has six steps, namely, identify the required function, specify 
performance requirements, determine component variation, characterize 
performance and revise design to meet six-sigma mathematical requirement, repeat 
previous steps to get higher quality results (White: Pg 32, Col. 2, Design Example). 
White further discloses, 

"modeling performance metrics for each layer of the multi-layer model of the system 
architecture;" 

as the components and their variations can be modeled using an electrical circuit 
example (White: Pg 33, Col. 1, D Step 3, Line 3-8). These components can then be 
simulated to measure their performance using various mathematical & statistical 
calculation. White discloses circuit example with Monte Carto simulation (White: Pg 
33, Col 2, 2"^ Paragraph). 
White further discloses, 

"comparing the modeled performance metrics with the set of business requirements for 
each business process, said comparing producing respective indications of unacceptable 
performance metrics of one or more business processes that do not satisfy the set of 
business requirements defined for them based on the produced indications;" 

as results of such a simulation are compared against the expected values (White: 
Pg 34, Col. 1 , 1-6 & Figure 4). The figure (White: Figure 4) disclosed shows the 
unacceptable performance as compared to the expected results. 
White further discloses, 

"and determining modifications to the system architecture, " 
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as replacing the instant model and taking other models & values for the sub- 
components to enhance and meet performance (White: Pg 34, Col. 1, F Step 5, Line 
1-8 & Table V). Modifications are suggested after the results from these simulations 
are gathered - i.e., in the circuit example used components of higher tolerances are 
suggested (White: Pg 34, Col. 1, F Step 5, Line 15-16). The reference teaches 
narrower versions of broader claims in the application. Here a simple electric circuit 
example teaches a abstract methodology that can be applied to much bigger multi- 
tiered system as claimed. 

It would have been obvious to one (e.g. a designer) of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to take White's teaching and apply them to 
EUROEXPERT - Best Practices GATE model disclosed above. The motivation to do 
so would be a system than can be simulated with various components to meet the 
requirements. Six-sigma process is disclosed as a way of doing business (White: Pg 
28, Col. 1 , A. What is Six Sigma, Line 6-9) to increase quality & competitive pricing 
(White: Pg 28, Col. 2, B "Why Pursue Six Sigma?" Line 1-6), which are also very 
good business motivations. 
Regarding Claim 2 

As disclosed above. White proposes performance matrix modification, update and 
comparison (White: Pg 34, Col. 1 , 1-6 & Figure 4). He discloses the circuit 
component that gives the best results for the quality/cost level (White: Pg 34, Col. 2, 
1-3 & Table V). White further discloses a matrix of components with various 
tolerances and how they are used to access the performance of the circuit (White: 
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Pg 33, Figure 3 & Pg 34, Table V & VI). The output of his analysis is selection of the 
component, which is least expensive and highest quality (White: Pg 34, Col. 2, 1-3). 
Regarding Claim 3 

As disclosed above. White identifies, evaluates various components required in the 
circuit (White: Pg 33, Col. 1, Figure 3). Searching the data store for various 
components is implicit, as he has already identified the all variations with different 
tolerances (White: Pg 33, Col. 1, Table 2). 
Regarding Claim 4 

White suggests that replacement of components be done one at a time to accurately 
calculate improved performance (White: Pg 34, Col. 1, F Step 5, Line 1-8 & Table V). 
Regarding Claim 5 

EUROEXPERT & White do not teach modifying the business model if the supporting 
components models in application and technology layers have unacceptable 
performance metrics. However, It would have been obvious to one (e.g. a designer) 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the business 
model when the supporting components models are not able to meet performance . 
as it is well-known in the art that business model need to be changed when the 
underlying application or technology is unable to support the business goals. 
Regarding Claim 21 

Claim 21 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 & 2. 
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Regarding Claim 22 

Although none of the teachings show generation of system architecture based on 
the model disclosed, they disclose some form of the output. Since the modeling 
technique disclosed by White is used for each layer in the EUROEXPERT reference, 
it would have been obvious to one (e.g. a designer) of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to create a composite model of the all layers yielding 
an output architecture of the model, as it is well-known in the art that all complex 
systems must have an underlying architecture to be modeled and implemented 
correctly. 

Regarding Claim 23 

Claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 . 
Regarding Claim 24 

Claim 24 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 . 


Application/Control Number: 09/942,096 Page 20 

Art Unit: 2128 

9. Claim(s) 6-20 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
EUROEXPERT - Best Practices: French Social Security - UNEDIC dated 1992 in 
view of IEEE article - "An Introduction To Six Sigma With Design Example" by 
Robert White dated 1992, further in vievt^ of US Patent 6532465 issued to 
Hartley. 

Regarding Claim 6 

Disclosures for EUROEXPERT - Best Practices GATE model and by White are 
presented above. These references do not teach mapping between the 3 GATE 
domain layers (Claim 6) and presence of buses in the design (Claim 7 & 8). Also 
there is no mention of the real-time and batch processing systems (Claim 9). 

Hartley discloses that mapping between the different layers can be present attain 
a business objective (Hartley: Col. 5 Lines 12-32). Hartley exemplifies the mapping 
between the presentation layer and business later in his Figure 4 (Hartley: Col 10, 
Lines 50-55, Lines 64-67). But it can be seen in Figure 4 that similar mapping 
existing between the layers below the business layer going down towards domain , 
(application layer) and database (physical database/technological representation 
layer) (Hartley: Col. 8 Lines 11-16). 

It would have been obvious to one (e.g. a designer) of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the layering approach, communication strategy 
and real-time/batch processing taught by Hartley and apply them to 
White/EUROEXPERT references. The motivation would be a design, which is 
abstract enough than can handle new business requirements without significantly 
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changing the underlying architecture, and specific enough that the business layer 
can provide rule based processing by passing in metadata. Hence, the business 
model would be extremely adaptive to changing business, application & 
technological requirements. 
Regarding Claim 7 & 8 

Disclosures for EUROEXPERT - Best Practices GATE model and White do not 
teach presence of buses in the design. 

Hartley disclose message buses (Hartley: Col. 1 1 , Lines 4648, 63-65) as means 
for interfacing between different layers, in broader terms buses are considered to be 
data conduits between different layers. Hartley explains that these layers may be 
located on different machine with object layers providing communication (Hartley: 
Col 10, Lines 24-31). 
Regarding Claim 9 

Disclosures for EUROEXPERT - Best Practices GATE model and White do not 
teach real-time and batch processing systems. 

Hartley exemplarily discloses applications design that respond in real time 
(Hartley: Col. 13, Lines 24-31) and another one, which is, batch process driven. 
Batch processing example disclosed is collection of customer charges (Hartley: Col. 
17 Lines 58-68) & batch report generation (Hartley: Col. 19, Lines 18-23). 
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Regarding Claim 10 

White discloses taking other models and values for the subcomponents to enhance 
performance and meet performance (White: Pg 34, Col. 1, F Step 5, Line 1-8 & 
Table V). 

Regarding Claim 1 1 

r 

Claim 1 1 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 , 2 & 9 are rejected. Further 
Hartley discloses a system that includes a rule-based engine (Hartley: Abstract 
Lines 12-15). The output module is the claim is equivalent to batch output 
component that is disclosed in Claim 9. 
Regarding Claim 12 

Claim 12 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 , 2. 
Regarding Claim 13 

Claim 1 3 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1,2. 
Regarding Claim 14 

Claim 14 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 . 
Regarding Claim 15 

Claim 15 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 5. 
Regarding Claim 16 

Claim 16 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 6. 
Regarding Claim 17 & 18 

Claim 17 & 18 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 7 & 8. 
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Regarding Claim 19 

Claim 19 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 9. 
Regarding Claim 20 

Claim 20 is rejected for the same reasons as claims 10. 
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